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WFMAUKS/AHOTTMENTS 



Applicant respectfully submits that the obviousness rejections are improper and should be 
withdraw. A mere conj ecture that one would combine the cited References because the 
disclosure of one reference "would improve" the disclosure of another cited reference art does 
notccmsututeapropermo^ Additionally, it is 

respectfully submittedthat the proposed combinations of referent (SabeJhaus and Merges, 

andSabelhaus.Menziesandlsmael) do notyieldthe subject n^rt^r that the Exaromer suggests. 

la Hght of this, the Examine rejections are unsupported by the art and should be withdraw 

These points are discussed in detail below. 

> w„«~f Combin g* »<« ™M Snbifirt Maftrr of the CTfffr* 

Claims 1 2 4, 5, 7-10 and 12-15 are rejected as being unpatentable over Sabelhaus rn 
view of Menses'. Claims 3, 6, 11, 16 and 17 are rejected as bein^ unpatentable over SabeJhaus 
in view of Menzies as applied to claim 1, and further in view of Jsmad- Applicant first 
respectfully submits that the Examiner has mischaracterized the references - at least the 
Sabelhaus reference, in particular. As a result, the Examiner not made a proper showing that 
the combinations of references, in fact, yield Ihe subject matter ^ggestedbymeExaramer. 

In me first place, the Examiner asserts, in part, mat Sabejhaus discloses identifying a 
selected repository and its associated communication protocol, jlhe Examiner farther asserts that 
Sabelhaus discloses a repository API that creates a protoeol-spebific object and returns tms 
protocol-specific object to an object manager. Applicants respeUiully disagree with this 
interpretation. ( 

As discussed in detail below, the Examiner asserts that j»abelhaus discloses "at least one 
repository" that "has an associated communication protocol » Pnthe other hand, the Sabelhaus 
repository (MIB 32) is, in fact, protocol independent. For exarfple, see coL 3, lines 33-35 of 
Sabelhaus, which discloses: "Accordingly, all protocol-specif processing is local to the 
subsystems 30, allowing the MIB 32 to be protocol independent" 

To the extent the Examiner may be contending that thef'associated communication 
protocol" is the common management protocol by which transfctions are processed by the MIB 
32 menmisismconsistentwim^ 

passing a communication protocol indicator identifying the "associated communication protocol 
to the repository API 60. At best, each Sabelhaus subsystem 30 passes to the API 60 of the MTB 
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.•commonnMnagamartprotowroftheMIBSl 

with respect to Sabelhaus. 

Welis^yreneduponforits^ 
protocol" being LDAP, JDBC or JAVA. However, the Examine, does not allege that Ismael 

disclosesatleastone^^^ 

co^unicationpxotocol." Nor does meExan^iner rely on Wl for any of the other eatuxes 

discussed above. Thus, me Ex^^ 

deficiencies in the allegations withrespect to Sabelhaus. 

The Examiner makes farther allegations** Sabelhaus ^closes the feature of a "factory 
class" arranged to produce a protocol-specific object Applicants claims including this feature 
have been cancelled. As a result, this portion of the Examine^ allegations are notbemg 
addressed here. 

B on ttas b» «m that the EKtrotaer"* allegation are i^rffieient to set forth a proper 

prtaa*ct«^*at.h=<^^«>f<^ 

rejected claims- 

Bf|1ffntfV . ^ ^..v^^.nr V„^^« Prima Fnbe C*» 

It is respectfully farther submitted that the Examiner 1^ not stated a proper motivation 
for combining the various cited references. The motivation stated by me Examiner for 
combining Merges and Sabelhaus is ft* <*» teachings of Menzies wouldimprove the system 
rfSi^lVJ^— Ihemottvatton 
statedby 4o Examiner for combining Menkes, Sabelhaus and Ismaelis that "the teaching of 
Ismael would improve the system of Sabelhaus by a means o^interaction between applications 
andagent" These stated motivations spring from impermiss.ble hindsight reasoning, and are not 
sufficient to support a prima facie case of obviousness. j 
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MPEP2W3.01.The«,i.i.ascu S ^fh»tfhe^<.f*emotiv«i<mm O stb«tl«c I «d 

toe reasonable e*pect>uo n o£ access must be found in ft. prior art, not n> apptan. s 
disclosure." See MPEP 2143. 

Hers, ft. Exaraincr to pointed to nothing in ft. references or ta.owl.dge held by one of 
MQl r^sldninu»artft..wouWsu giS .st^^ 

ofaprtoaryreference are insufficient TheE^ahasnotpoJnttdtoanyftmgntfte 
Ie ^esor ta o,«edg.h« 1 db y on.ofordin^^ 

Z^PpUcanfs disclosure, and ft. obviousness rejection Uteiiffici^ferthure^on,^. 

TtoExstnin^lmnotnrevided.propertnodvanonW eimbin. ft. references. Therefore, 
ttarejerfonU-msupportedbyfhe^ 

^kittjisiow ; 
For at least ftereasor* set fbrftatave.Ar*^^^ 

fcrftis ^Ucrfonn^fteExanuner. s^fteBxannuerb^u^atel^e^e 
would expedite*, prosecution of «s application, the undemijned cm to reached at (o50) 314- 



5324. 



Respectfully submitted, 
BEYER WEAVER & THOMAS, IXP 



o 



Alan S. Hodes 
Rsg. No. 38,185 



P.O. Box 778 
Bedceley,CA 94704-0778 
(650) 961-8300 
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